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Early in the morning of 19 October 1916, a badly beaten vagrant was admitted to St Catherine's infirmary in Moscow. Several of his ribs had been broken by assailants who took him for a thief when he disturbed a sleeping cab-driver in search of a bed for the night. His bloodstained clothing was in tatters, and his mind was so disturbed that he could no longer recall his own name.
1 In one sense, the case was not unusual. Long teeming with the transient unemployed, Moscow had been filled to the point of overflow by an influx of refugees displaced by the First World War. Violence was common, and the city itself was characterized by one newspaper as a ' giant hospital '. 2 But this patient was no ordinary victim of circumstances. On 26 October, he was taken to the almshouse at the Rogozhskoe cemetery, having finally identified himself as the Old Believer Bishop Mikhail (Semenov), one of the most original and controversial figures in the history of the Russian church.
The press coverage that followed Mikhail' s death on 27 October ensured that by the time his corpse was returned from the autopsy on which the secular authorities insisted, the burial service on 30 October was packed.
3 The poet Zinaida Gippius helped to explain the size of the crowd by sketching in her diary the odyssey of ' a remarkable man ': A Russian Jew. An Orthodox archimandrite. A professor of theology from KazanI. An Old Believer bishop. A progressive journalist, convicted and persecuted. An intellectual, exiled and in hiding abroad. An ascetic in Beloostrov, prepared to give anyone his last kopeck. A religious preacher, prophet of the 'new ' Christianity among workers. Impetuous, self-sacrificing, helpless as a child, puny, small, excitable, quick and disorderly in his movements, completely bald but with a thick, black beard. At forty-two, he was not at all old. He spoke remarkably rapidly, his hands trembled and he was always fingering something.
4
Such an extraordinary individual could scarcely expect to pass unnoticed either by a wide range of contemporaries -Mikhail is one of only seven living clerics mentioned by name in Lenin's collected works 5 -or by historians. Scholars have signalled his participation in the St Petersburg religious-philosophical assemblies in 1902 and 1903 ; 6 his role in the church's urban mission before 1905 ; 7 his commitment to ecclesiastical reform in 1905 and 1906; 8 his radical views on divorce;
and his advocacy of an idiosyncratic form of Christian socialism in 1906-7.
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In an unreliable biographical outline, S. L. Firsov has discussed Mikhail's unfrocking after his conversion to the Old Belief in October 1907. Firsov also touches on Mikhail' s elevation to the Old Believer episcopate and his leadership of a group of ' Golgothan Christians ', a subject more sensitively outlined by Aleksandr Etkind.
11 But since none of these topics has been investigated in any detail, and questions about the connections between them have scarcely been raised, Mikhail remains one of those deceptively familiar characters about whom we know little. Barely more than a rhetorical symbol for clerical radicalism, he has so far eluded posterity almost as successfully as he evaded those anxious to discipline him during his lifetime. There is room, therefore, for a study of his career that relates it to the intellectual, social, political, and ecclesiastical contexts from which it has long been divorced. That is the purpose of this article.
12

I I
How I became a People's Socialist (1907) is not only Mikhail' s most notorious pamphlet, but also the only one to incorporate an explicit element of selfrevelation. It is not, however, a conventional autobiography. ' The evolution, growth and decline of the '' individual '' soul -mine or anyone else's -interests no-one ', Mikhail disingenuously declared : 'It is only possible to study the evolution of a priest as priest. ' In that sense, he claimed, ' my path is not mine at all, but a priestly path in general -the one followed by any Russian priest educated by the Gospel, by Dostoevskii, and by life itself '. 13 Setting out the influences that had estranged him from the established church, Mikhail began with the reaction to his paper on marriage at the religious-philosophical meetings in 1902, the year of his twenty-eighth birthday. Apart from a memory of an unbearably noisy factory, whose workers seemed ' powerless before the machine ', he said almost 12 I make no pretence to comprehensiveness. Press coverage of Mikhail's conversion alone was reputed to extend to almost every newspaper from Birzhevye vedomosti to Bessarabskaia zhizn!.
13 Arkhimandrit Mikhail, Kak ia stal narodnym sotsialistom (Moscow, 1907), pp. 4, 3, reissued in idem, Khristos v vek mashin (Moscow, 1907), here pp. 252, 251. The Russian National Library in St Petersburg also ascribes to Mikhail the anonymous memoir, Ot bursy do sniatiia sana (2nd edn, Simbirsk, 1913) . However, this is the work of a priest rather than a monk, and its subject -the disputed legitimacy of remarriage for widowed clergy -though taken up by fellow clerical reformists, was of no personal concern to him. Dr Katharine Aylett kindly procured a photocopy for me. nothing about his childhood ; on the intervening period, he was wholly silent.
14 And yet those early years were crucial to the formation of his mind. Since Mikhail insisted that an effective preacher must speak primarily (if anonymously) about his own soul, 15 his intellectual and spiritual development can be partly reconstructed through the medium of his own writings. But the need for speculation is spared by the survival of plentiful collateral evidence.
The man who adopted the monastic name Mikhail at the age of twenty-five was born in Simbirsk in July 1874 and christened Pavel VasilIevich Semenov.
16
Though he was not, as he has often been described, 'a convert from Judaism ' 17 -his father was a Jewish cantonist, converted to Orthodoxy in the army, and his mother was born into the Russian faith -Mikhail's Jewish descent proved predictably controversial. In a deliberately offensive obituary, the professor of moral theology at the St Petersburg theological academy insinuated that his former colleague's pathological restlessness derived from his (rootless) Semitic origins : Mikhail was too 'unbalanced ' to settle on any particular subject, and 'he could never look anyone straight in the eye '. 18 Though sources sympathetic to Mikhail sought to deny it, hostility towards Judaism also lay behind the rejection of his conversion among prominent Old Believers in both capitals. 19 Mikhail was certainly an outspoken opponent of anti-Semitic oppression. Urging all Christians to disown violence in 1906, he argued that priests were partly responsible for the pogroms that followed the October Manifesto since they had failed to speak out for Christ's truth : ' Pastors! The blood of the dead is upon us. ' 20 In the following year, his Russian Christian socialist programme enjoined clergy to ' insist … on the abolition of such soul-destroying restrictions as the pale of settlement '. 21 Mikhail's ' Confession of faith for Golgothan Christians' reemphasized in 1910 that the 'so-called ' pale, 'locking a people into an accursed loop of destitution and sin, [represented] the greatest crime against Christ : blasphemy ' .
22 Yet although his Jewish ancestry was plainly a formative influence, Mikhail's subsequent focus on the sanctity of female domesticity suggests that his Orthodox mother played an equally important part in his upbringing.
23 His Jewish roots did not prevent him from developing an obsession with the crucifixion. Neither did they deter him from engaging with Vasilii Rozanov, who was banned from the religious-philosophical society for making anti-Semitic remarks during the Beilis case, 24 and Archbishop Antonii (Khrapovitskii), whose antipathy to the Jews found expression after 1905 in his support for the rabble-rousing Union of Russian People (URP) in the diocese of Volhynia.
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Mikhail first encountered Antonii, eleven years his senior, when he graduated from Simbirsk seminary to the Moscow theological academy in 1895. As a descendant of Catherine II's state-secretary, A. V. Khrapovitskii, the academy's young rector ranked among the 1 . 8 per cent of bishops of noble origin within the ranks of an episcopate drawn overwhelmingly from the clerical estate.
26 His ideas were even more distinctive than his lineage. Whereas K. P. Pobedonostsev, chief procurator of the holy synod between 1880 and 1905, sponsored a revival of learned monasticism as means of fostering a phalanx of zealous scholaradministrators capable of disciplining the clergy and purifying society, Antonii saw it as a way of restoring the patriarchate and giving the Orthodox church a new spiritual engagement with secular thought and social concerns. 28 -but also his lasting conviction that ' Christian asceticism constituted active service towards the moral renaissance of human society and the establishment on earth of the kingdom of heaven. ' 29 However, as Mikhail's fellow radical, Father Grigorii Petrov, later recalled, Antonii's ultimate appeal lay neither in his doctrine, nor in his ' indistinct ' and ' occasionally obscure ' way of speaking : ' What mattered was the call. The direction. On the threshold of our lives, that monk was our signpost in the desert. ' 30 So, when Antonii left Moscow in 1897, having clashed with Metropolitan Sergii (Liapidevskii) and several leading professors, 31 Mikhail duly followed him to the theological academy at KazanI, where he graduated fourth in a class of eighty-one in the summer of 1899 and was tonsured by his mentor on 26 November. Despite an obvious element of special pleading -Mikhail was careful not to mention that he had once compared Avakkum, a founding father of the Old Belief, to another ' false teacher ', the prominent evangelical sectarian, Colonel V. A. Pashkov 34 -the argument for continuity is worth considering. Best known as a germinating centre of the Orthodox mission to the Muslim Tatars, the KazanI academy also advanced what Pobedonostsev called ' that great work, the edinoverie ' -the 'unified faith ' pioneered in the 1780s as means of permitting Old Believers to maintain their own ritual provided that they acknowledged the authority of the Orthodox church.
35 By 1890, the chief procurator had largely overcome episcopal opposition to his strategy of strengthening the edinoverie as a means of undermining the schism. 36 However, leading edinovertsy saw their church not as an ecumenical bridge, but rather as an autonomous repository of authentic Orthodoxy capable of exposing the inadequacies of the prevailing synodal regime. That was how the edinoverie was portrayed by M. P. ChelItsov and Simeon Shleev, both of whom, like Mikhail, gravitated from KazanI to St Petersburg, where they joined him in the ranks of outspoken radical clergy.
37
Only three places behind Mikhail in the class of 1899, Father Simeon was appointed priest at the capital's edinoverie church on Nikolaevskaia ulitsa on 7 February 1905. 38 It cannot be confirmed that he joined the self-selecting circle of ' approximately twenty Petersburg priests, most of them young, and the majority linked by close friendship ' who met two days later to advocate church reform.
39
But it seems likely that he did, since both Mikhail and ChelItsov, who had been appointed the first anti-schismatic missionary in the diocese of St Petersburg four years after graduating in 1894, 40 were among the celebrated ' group of thirty-two ' which emerged later in that month, 41 and by October 1906 all three men were members of the successor group, the Brotherhood of Zealots for Church Renewal. 42 Between March and June 1906, Shleev and Antonii (Khrapovitskii) collaborated at the pre-conciliar commission on church reform, where the archbishop advocated increased autonomy for the edinovertsy on the basis of Mikhail For all his ecumenical interests, it was not so much an affinity for the Old Belief that helped to incubate Mikhail's critique of Orthodoxy as a reaction against the synodal regime. Several fellow renovationists developed their distaste for the ecclesiastical bureaucracy by witnessing its machinations from within. On graduating from the St Petersburg academy in 1890, Father Ioann Slobodskoi worked for two years in the chancelleries of the synod and its lay chief procurator, where Father Pavel Dokuchaev joined him in 1891 ; Father Andrei Murin followed them a decade later. 46 Mikhail, by contrast, learned to question the status quo by comparing it with recent developments in the patriarchate of Constantinople, where he spent six months conducting research for his master's thesis charting the subjection of the church to the Byzantine emperors.
47
Exploring the triangular relationship between the patriarch (' the highest spiritual leader of both church and people'), the synod, and the popular council (the patriarchate's ' '' governing '' institution ') , his first scholarly publication in 1900 emphasized both the elective foundations of the council and the fact that the synod's small lay secretariat had ' no right to vote ' and took ' no part in the business ' unless invited to speak on a point of information.
48 Warming to the theme two years later, Mikhail explored the impact of ' an intensified attack on the old order ' within the Eastern Church since the 1850s, fuelled by a popular ' rebellion against '' episcopal extortion ' ''. 49 In retrospect, it is clear that these youthful writings already incorporated in embryo the renovationist critique of Russia's synodal regime that emerged in 1905, when the synod, dominated by lay bureaucrats since Peter I's abolition of the patriarchate in 1721, was condemned for emasculating the influence of priests and parishioners in a church already disfigured by episcopal despotism. Pobedonostsev, however, failed to detect any critical overtones in Mikhail' obscurity by engineering his transfer from the staff of the seminary at Voronezh to that of the St Petersburg theological academy on 1 September 1902.
I I I
Mikhail's inaugural lecture in the capital immediately established his commitment to social activism. Conscious that human frailty was bound to prevent the ultimate realization of the kingdom of heaven on earth, Mikhail nevertheless insisted on striving towards the ideal. Canon lawyers, in particular, must descend from their ivory towers in order to show that their subject was not some ' casuistical combination of disciplinary regulations', but rather a normative guide to the authentic Christian life. 52 Mikhail set an example by lecturing on the contemporary history of the Russian church courts, concentrating on the vexed question of divorce.
53 However, he had not been brought to the capital merely to teach theology students. A more influential public was to be reached at the religious-philosophical assemblies, where churchmen had been debating since 1901 with Decadent intellectuals who believed that Russian social life could be transformed by the fusion of spirit and flesh.
Mikhail made his debut at the twelfth session of the assemblies in November 1902 with a paper on sex and marriage, a subject widely discussed by writers and medics since Tolstoy's The Kreutzer Sonata first circulated in manuscript in 1889.
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Proclaiming marriage as a holy 'school of love ' -a ' domestic church ' promoting ' the growth of the ideal of Christ on earth ' -Mikhail argued, against Tolstoy, that the sexual act was equally sacrosanct. 'Notwithstanding all our disagreement with Rozanov and his strange, heathen theory of marriage, on this occasion let us confirm with him that to regard the physical side of marriage as sinful is to deny the sacrament. ' To bless procreation must be to bless the act of conception. Only if pleasure became the sole motive for marriage did passion become corrupt : the joy of sexual union should be 'the ecstasy of love for a future child '. 55 As if these were not sufficiently unusual words to hear from the lips of a young celibate, uproar ensued in the next session when Mikhail, having again claimed common cause with the absent Rozanov, went on to imply that Dimitrii Merezhkovskii supported sodomy.
56 ' Rozanov is a mystic and Father Mikhail a positivist ', Merezhkovskii objected, suggesting that Mikhail's reduction of marriage to a question of procreation amounted to no more than 'conventional theological nominalism '. By comparison, Rozanov' personal vitality and national energy was both ' anti-Christian and antiecclesiastical '. Yet because it was ' genuinely religious ', Merezhkovskii felt paradoxically impelled to defend it 'because I am always against positivism '.
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Already Mikhail had begun to carve out an uncomfortable position between churchmen who regarded his ideas with suspicion and writers who regarded them as insufficiently creative. Despite their condescension, however, the Decadents were prepared to acknowledge a mind that distinguished Mikhail from Petrov, later dismissed by Rozanov as an 'utter windbag, the most run-of-the mill liberal priest, utterly unable to feel or comprehend either Christian mysticism or '' metaphysics ' ' ' and 'fit only to be a ladies ' preacher of ''diluted '' sixty percent Christianity'.
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Mikhail proved no less effective a communicator than Petrov in lectures at the Pedagogical Museum at Solianoi Gorodok where he reached out to the expanding ranks of literate proletarians and petit-bourgeois searching for a credible source of moral authority in a rapidly changing world. 59 Unlike most Orthodox preachers, he kept scriptural references to a minimum, rightly counting on the wider appeal of secular vocabulary. Ibsen inspired his thoughts on the family ; Darwin and Haeckel provided a route into science.
60 His main source on the 'women's question ' was Lily Braun, who had progressed, like Sylvia Pankhurst, from bourgeois feminism to social democracy.
61 By paraphrasing such modish foreign writers and a variety of contemporary Russian belles lettres, Mikhail managed not only to maintain a prodigious output, but also to attract a following that remained beyond the reach of more conventional churchmen. Unlike them, he spoke and wrote allusively, rejecting the ' uniform ideological approach (monoideinost !)' he identified with ' prophetic ' emotional preaching, and instead allowing listeners to decide for themselves how best to respond to the spiritual challenges he placed before them. 62 To an audience of autodidacts yearning to be treated with dignity both in and beyond the workplace, this unusually respectful attitude on the part of a preacher was in itself a notable advance, and it was crucial to Mikhail's attempts to rescue the intelligentsia for the church.
63
His mission represented a confessionalized version of the quest for civic nationhood undertaken in Russian society from the era of the Great Reforms.
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Convinced that confessional boundaries were more important than social ones, Mikhail insisted that Orthodoxy could be ' distinguished from Catholicism or Protestantism by the fact that it regards every believer as a founder and creator of the life of the church '. 65 Though few laymen thought that the synodal regime reflected this ideal, it was an aspiration shared by many, and Mikhail enhanced his promise of greater popular involvement in ecclesiastical affairs by setting it in the context of an appeal to broader social inclusiveness. His central concept was sobriety. As a leading light in the Alexander Nevsky Temperance Society, and a contributor to its journal, Christian Leisure Time (Otdykh khristianina), Mikhail joined the burgeoning movement to condemn strong drink as a menace to both public health and personal morality.
66 However, as he stressed during a pilgrimage to the Valaam monastery in 1904, he conceived temperance ' not only in the sense of abstinence from alcohol, but also in the sense of leading a sober life in general '.
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It was only on a platform of mutual self-restraint that social reconciliation could be achieved.
There was nothing inherently subversive about such ideas, many of which were adopted by the Right after 1905. Like them, Mikhail was critical of the soupkitchens which proliferated across the capital, and especially of fund-raising charitable balls at which donors remained isolated from their beneficiaries : what Russia needed was 'factories of happiness ' based on mutual Christian love, and modelled on the parish confraternity established by Father Aleksandr Gumilevskii in St Petersburg in the 1860s.
68 Such arguments reflect Mikhail's anxious to challenge the popular appeal of the recently excommunicated Tolstoy. 70 Mikhail also contributed to the more direct attempts to undermine Tolstoy published in the uncompromising Missionary Review (Missionerskoe obozrenie). 71 Yet his following stretched far beyond the readership of such hard-line church journals. Recognizing his distinctive voice, even the populist terrorists imprisoned at Schlüsselberg took an interest in his pamphlets, distributed in the fortress by princess Mariia Dondukova-Korsakova (1827-1909) -nicknamed ' sancta simplicitas' by M. F. Novorusskii, himself a renegade graduate of St Petersburg theological academy -on visits arranged by Metropolitan Antonii (Vadkovskii) during the summer of 1904.
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Widespread enthusiasm for his ideas helped to boost Mikhail' s conviction that their time had come. ' There is no doubt that the spiritual sphere is broadening day by day, ' he proclaimed in Into the promised land in 1903 : ' we are, so to speak, approaching a spiritual period '. 73 The Russians, he believed, crossed the frontier into this 'new, radiant era ' by going to war against Japan in the following year. Evoking Vladimir SolovIev's poem ' Panmongolism ', which had raised the spectre of an Asiatic invasion of Russia in the wake of the unexpected Japanese victory over China in 1895, Mikhail portrayed the enemy as degenerate descendants of the Mongol hordes. 74 Whereas the Mongols had been 'honest heathens ', unwittingly ignorant of the true faith, the Japanese had wilfully rejected the Russian mission to which so many of Antonii (Khrapovitskii)'s pupils had contributed.
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Now the treacherous Asiatics could be brought to justice in a conflict whose transformative power extended to Russia itself. Just as thunder clears the air, so war had 'opened the door to new moods and new relationships, to a communal life, united by the lack of enmity between social estates '. The year 1904, Mikhail predicted, would be ' a year of dual victory : over the enemy and over our spiritual stagnation and disunity '.
76
I V
Of course, it did not turn out that way. Port Arthur fell to the Japanese in December 1904, and Russian society was fatally splintered when troops attacked a peaceful but proscribed demonstration to the Winter Palace on what came almost immediately to be known as Bloody Sunday, 9 January 1905.
77 Within a church polarized by Father Georgii Gapon's abortive leadership of the Assembly of Russian Workers, most clerics followed Mikhail's erstwhile mentor, Antonii (Khrapovitskii), in a lurch to the right while a minority of urban priests determined, against the odds, to intensify rather than abandon the social content of the church's urban mission.
78 As 'a genuine admirer of the common people (narodoliubets)', 79 Mikhail instinctively knew which side to take, advancing his case in spring 1905 in a string of articles published primarily in the reform-minded Church Herald (Tserkovnyi vestnik), the weekly journal of the St Petersburg theological academy. Claiming Patristic authority for Proudhon's slogan, ' property is theft ', he warned that priests risked oblivion by ignoring their parishioners' material needs.
80 And since the kind of pastoral commitment he urged seemed inconceivable in a church that had become ' more bureaucratic than the state ', 81 he linked social with ecclesiastical reform, placing himself at the forefront of those who advocated the abolition of the holy synod and the restoration of the patriarchate. Bishops must also have their powers restricted. Under a truly conciliar regime, only membership of the initial 'legislative and reforming ' body could legitimately be confined to the episcopate : subsequent local (pomestnye) councils must embrace precisely those laymen who currently felt 'banished from the life of the church '. 82 If such changes implied the need for doctrinal development, so be it : it was not the church that had been made for the canons but the other way around.
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Radical as these ideas were, they offered no immediate threat to Mikhail's career. In January, he was passed over for a supernumerary chair at the academy only because he was too junior : the job went to the longest serving candidate, Indeed, it was on that same day that Antonii successfully petitioned the synod to promote Mikhail to the office of archimandrite as a reward for his 'earnest and useful service to theological scholarship '. 86 At this point, though critical of the reformers' ' tactless ' public statements, Antonii privately supported a pressure group that could hardly have survived without his informal guidance and protection.
87 Less exposed than the metropolitan, who was already reeling from the pressures that would lead him to a breakdown in June, his suffragan, Sergii (Stragorodskii), used Mikhail's installation on 20 March as an opportunity to publicize their shared commitment to change. Rejoicing at the church's impending emancipation from 'external constraints', Sergii prayed for ' liberty for the whole church [and] for the restoration of its correct and legitimate voice ' in Russian public affairs.
88
Only after Mikhail was finally promoted to a supernumerary chair on 5 September did cracks in the alliance begin to appear.
89 From 1906, he developed his conciliarist ideas in a new weekly journal, edited jointly with A. V. Kartashev, which became the official organ of the Brotherhood of Zealots for Church Renewal. Launched to support ' reforms striving for the internal [re]construction of the Russian church on the basis of ecumenical Christianity ', The Age (Vek) advocated the church's release from subordination to the state, improved status and income for the parish clergy, independence for the ecclesiastical courts, and the unification of all members of the church.
90 However, in an atmosphere soured by the tsar's refusal to call a church council, it proved increasingly difficult to hold together the various renovationist interest groups. To intellectuals such as Dimitrü Filosofov, the Brotherhood's ' superficial' programme privileged tawdry clerical obsessions at the expense of mystical Christianity.
91 To Mikhail's fellow clergy, divided by Russia's exposure to legalized party politics in the wake of the October Manifesto, his ideas seemed increasingly alien. Like Petrov, who was prevented from taking his seat in the second Duma only by imprisonment in a monastery, many renovationist priests followed ChelItsov into the Constitutional Democratic Party. By contrast, Valentin Sventsitskii, reflecting a widespread rejection of bourgeois values among the secular God-seekers, declared that he ' would rather do business with the devil than with a kadet ' . 93 Mikhail, who could see both sides of the argument, 94 remained faithful to liberal individualism even as his new series of pamphlets, ' Freedom and Christianity ' (Svoboda i khristianstvo), marked a growing commitment to social reform, made explicit on 1 October 1906 by the publication of cheaper leaflets under the rubric ' Diary of a Christian socialist '. 95 The tension was wholly characteristic of European Christian socialism.
96 By one account, the Anglican version amounted to little more than Liberalism 'with Gladstonian economic ideas hacked out ' ; certainly most of its proponents had little grasp of socialist doctrine.
97 By contrast, Sergei Bulgakov, who attempted to form a Russian Christian Social Union in 1905, was a former Marxist with a sophisticated command of economics. Yet since this ill-fated group had its origins in the liberation movement, he saw no contradiction in equating 'the political and economic liberation of the individual ' with 'acceptance of the anarchical communism of early Christianity as well as of the radically democratic and collectivist program of the existing democratic and socialist parties '.
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Not so Mikhail, who condemned the Marxist Social-Democratic Party as ' impractical, un-Christian, and unpatriotic ' and launched his rival Christian Social Workers' Party 'on a basis of Christian faith and love for tsar and fatherland '. 99 In Christianity and Social Democracy (1907), he relied on Bulgakov to show that ' strictly speaking, the concept of the individual is completely absent from the system of socialism '. Far from celebrating collectivism, Mikhail quoted from Marx, Engels, and Kautsky only in order to expose the limitations of economic determinism. Christ's own example was proof that inspirational ' great men ' could not be dismissed as spume on the wave of historical social forces. However, if the main point of the pamphlet was to remind the Social Democrats and Socialist Revolutionaries to whom it was addressed that socialism without Christian individualism was an empty shell, Mikhail nevertheless declared socialism ' correct ' in its humanitarian impulse, urging acceptance of its 'peopleloving (narodoliubcheskaia) programme ' in its ' struggle against destitution, the enslavement of labour to capital, against stupefying work, against criminal labour by pregnant women and ten-year old children, against the manufacture of white lead … and so on and so on '.
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Although Mikhail never joined the People's Socialist Party (Narodno-sotsialisticheskaia partiia), formed in the summer of 1906 by A. V. Peshekhonov and a group of populist intellectuals associated with the journal Russian Wealth (Russkoe bogatstvo), his Russian Christian socialist programme effectively transposed ' enesy ' 101 aims into a spiritual key, adding a number of urban prescriptions to their predominantly rural concerns.
102 Declaring the church's indifference to questions of constitutional form, Mikhail echoed Peshekhonov by urging followers to vote, in the short term, ' for the form of government capable of reconciling everyone : a constitutional parliamentary monarchy'. As a supporter of legalized trades unions, he advocated an end to 'criminal ' child labour, better insurance for retired workers, and an eight-hour working day to guarantee the leisure time necessary for their spiritual development. Like the ' enesy ', he rejected the use of violence by peasants to reclaim land that was rightfully theirs : ' ' 'Land splattered in blood '' will not produce grain : the Lord curses new crops on land acquired through hatred. ' But he made no attempt to conceal his revolutionary doctrine : ' The Christian denies property, considering the principle of '' mine '' and '' yours '' to be a lie and a blasphemy. Mammon must be destroyed. '
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V Though the electoral impact of this muddled programme was predictably minimal -no Russian Christian Socialist Party emerged and only nine People's Socialists were elected to the second Duma in February 1907
104 -its effect on the church was electric. In the aftermath of Bloody Sunday, Metropolitan Antonii had condemned 'agitation on the part of a clergyman ' as ' criminal continued to believe that priests should remain ' above and beyond any party' 106 even when pressure from the Right forced the synod into increasingly unambiguous support for the URP.
107 Though Mikhail was concerned as much to Christianize labour as to collectivize Christianity, the distinction was lost in a revolutionary epoch when even moderate churchmen thought that ' the difference between Christianity and socialism is total '. 108 Antonii grasped the opportunity to silence him as early as 28 November 1906, when Mikhail, disillusioned by the stalling campaign for autonomy in the theological academies, 109 complained that life ' in the conditions of a city such as Petersburg ' precluded ' any possibility of peaceful and fruitful work ' and petitioned for a move to Rome, Berlin, Constantinople, or Athens -or indeed any city capable of offering appropriate ' institutions of higher education and scholarship '. 110 Acting with unwonted alacrity on the following day, the synod instead committed Mikhail to the Bogoroditskii monastery at Zadonsk. 111 Here, in what amounted to internal exile, he would fall under the authority of Anastasii (Dobradin), the seventynine-year-old bishop of Voronezh who, in a message to his clergy earlier that year, had compared revolutionary socialists -' so-called fighters for freedom' -to pagans performing the work of the devil.
112 Often accused of vacillation, Metropolitan Antonii had on this occasion displayed firm resolve. So he reacted tartly to an open letter of 5 December in which the URP leader, Dr A. I. Dubrovin, accused him of protecting his ' revolutionary' professor. ' Mikhail ', Antonii reminded the chief procurator two days later, 'was appointed to a chair at the Petersburg academy as a promising young scholar. As soon as his political views became known, he was swiftly removed from service, not by intervention on the part of the holy synod, but on my recommendation to the synod. ' Mikhail, however, had no intention of travelling to Voronezh. Instead, he fled to his father in Simbirsk, from where he objected on 13 December to a transfer he regarded as ' a judicial punishment for a crime I have not committed ' and declared himself unable to submit to the synod's verdict pending an appeal to the forthcoming all-Russian council.
114 In a classic instance of the pettifogging attacked by the renovationists, the synod resolved to ignore this petition on the grounds that only the bishop of Voronezh was now formally entitled to hear it.
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Stalemate ensued as Mikhail fired off further appeals, accompanied by medical certificates testifying that the climate in Voronezh would ruin his health, while the synod, informed that Mikhail had failed to arrive in Zadonsk, continued to insist that he communicate through his diocesan bishop. 116 Having finally lost patience with its own game of charades, the synod decreed on 27 February 1907 that he would be unfrocked if he failed to proceed directly to the Bogoroditskii monastery.
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While his socialist views came under public attack, 118 Mikhail fell silent to consider his position. In April, he made his first direct approach to the secular power, complaining to the chief procurator, P. P. IzvolIskii, that the synod had hitherto ignored him.
119 But still he showed no sign of leaving for Zadonsk. When Anastasii again reported Mikhail's non-arrival on 7 June, the synod was prompted into a flurry of telegrams designed to ensure that he had grasped the consequences of further delay. Evidently, he had. But when, on 28 July, Mikhail finally announced his intention of travelling to Zadonsk, his decision implied no willingness to submit to synodal discipline.
120 On the contrary, a letter sent en route to Izvol'skii shows that he was already reluctantly reconciled to abandoning the Orthodox church :
I am on my way to Zadonsk, and will be there when you receive this letter. But for now, having no hope of justice from the synod whose attitude towards me I find incomprehensible, I turn to you as the representative of a non-ecclesiastical power. I cannot live in Zadonsk and will be obliged to leave … My departure will evidently be punished by unfrocking. And since I shall not remove my cassock, then I am, in effect, being forcibly consigned to the schism.
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By this stage, Mikhail had already made contact with the Old Believer bishop of Nizhnii Novgorod, Innokentii (Usov), an exact contemporary, and an old acquaintance from the St Petersburg religious-philosophical assemblies. Mikhail first wrote to him in May, seeking a meeting in the following month, and promised to convert when they eventually met in August.
122 On 22 August, he finally arrived at Zadonsk, where events transpired much as he had predicted. Abbot Nafaniil, in a gesture which unwittingly revealed much about prevailing monastic mores, gave him one of the best-furnished cells ' despite his obvious poverty '. Within a month, Mikhail was reported to have received unauthorized visitors and slept outside the monastery without permission (a woman's name was insinuated as a characteristic means of defamation). 123 Though he successfully petitioned for leave to return home on the death of his father, he was never reconciled to his new circumstances. 124 On 23 September, he sent a final petition to the synod, showing obvious signs of mental strain. Six days later, Mikhail left the monastery ' of his own accord '.
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Already on 25 September, a new provocation had appeared in the form of an article denouncing 'episcopal dictatorship ' in the church schools. 126 The editor of Comrade (Tovarishch), a newspaper associated with the People's Socialists, was promptly fined 500 roubles.
127 But Mikhail was less easily muzzled. Although a special sitting of the synod on 13 October banned him from further literary and political activity and committed him to the Valaam monastery under the personal supervision of the archbishop of Finland, this development was evidently engineered by the archbishop himself.
128 Like Mikhail a favoured pupil of Antonii (Khrapovitskii), Sergii (Stragorodskii) had presided over both the religiousphilosophical assemblies and the St Petersburg academy before being translated to Vyborg in 1905, 129 and he continued to hold Mikhail in high regard. It was he who advised Mikhail to inform the synod that he was unable to abandon his journalism because further articles had already been commissioned by editors whom he could not afford to repay.
If this was a strategy designed to protect a wayward protégé, then it was wrecked the very next day by the publication of an article on ' legal marriage '. Anticipating the modern view that when ' a marriage has entirely ceased to be a reality, the Orthodox church does not insist on the preservation of a legal fiction ', 130 Mikhail's early writings argued that Christ had never intended the word ' adultery ' to signify purely physical infidelity. Mikhail instead preferred to think in terms of 'the destruction of marital affection ' -a definition intended to allow a less rigid interpretation of Russia's divorce law, which effectively forced couples to sin before they could separate.
131 Because spiritual communion with the mentally ill was out of the question, marriage to an insane partner was 'a crime against the idea of marriage '.
132 Since 'Christianity requires chastity even in marriage ', Mikhail had explained in 1902, 'cohabitation between people who have lost the sacrament of love, and of moral [sexual] relations', was equally ' impossible '. 133 In this latest article, which reflected a widespread obsession with moral degeneration after 1905, 134 the tone was more sensational as Mikhail, referring to the prevailing ' cult of the bed ', concentrated on predatory male instincts. Arguing that most men married only to procure a woman 'on the cheap ', he declared that it would be better for them to pay for their desire at a brothel, like the lecherous protagonist of Artsybashev's notorious novel, Sanin.
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The editor of Stolichnoe utro was promptly fined on charges of blasphemy and pornography. 136 Postponing judgement on Mikhail, the synod sent his article to the octogenarian protopresviter I. L. Ianyshev, who had left the rectorship of the St Petersburg theological academy in 1882 to become the tsar's confessor. Renowned for his hostility to learned monasticism, Ianyshev reported in a shaky hand on 27 October that, to his 'amazement ', he had found in Mikhail's article ' not only nothing church-like or Christian, but nothing religious at all '. Objecting to the article's detailed discussion of sexual pleasure, Ianyshev commented that had it not been signed by an Orthodox archimandrite, and a former professor of theology to boot, he would have assumed its author to be 'obviously malevolent toward the Christian church and the Russian Orthodox people'. 137 Mikhail could expect no more support from moderate churchmen. Even the Church Herald, sharing a widespread revulsion for sexually explicit literature, condemned ' pornography ' and sexual emancipation as the intelligentsia's equivalent to the alcoholic stupor in which the lower classes (nizy) sought refuge from the evils of contemporary society.
138 On 28 October, the main censorship office informed IzvolIskii that Mikhail himself was to be prosecuted on charges of pornography.
Worse was still to come. Alerted to reports that Mikhail had carried out his threat to convert to the Old Belief in Nizhnii Novgorod, 140 Sergii telegraphed Bishop Nazarii on 3 November to determine their veracity. Prompted into emergency action by the bishop, the provincial governor contacted Innokentii (Usov) at 10 p.m. At 7 a.m. on the following morning, the governor's messenger returned to collect Innokentii's written testimony that he had accepted Mikhail into the Old Belief on 23 October.
141 Immediately on receipt of the news, the synod unfrocked Mikhail on 5 November 1907.
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By no means all the Old Believers welcomed Mikhail with open arms. To the Moscow industrial elite with links to respectable Octobrism, the arrival in their midst of a self-declared socialist and alleged pornographer was at best a mixed blessing.
143 Yet for those determined to present their church as a nest of vigorous spiritual and ecclesiastical development, his conversion was a coup. Once the synod had been preserved from root-and-branch reform by the tsar's refusal to call a church council, it was no longer the Old Believers who could be accused of ' stagnation ' but Orthodox themselves. 144 Widely publicized debates at the pre-conciliar commission had exposed divisions on a series of fundamental questions without providing any institutional mechanism for their resolution. No one was better placed to exploit the confusion than Fedor MelInikov (1874-1960), Mikhail' s most important Old Believer sponsor after Bishop Innokentii.
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Regarded even by Orthodox rivals as a 'gentleman ' among schismatics, MelInikov stood out by virtue of both his personality and his eloquence as an orator in the contemporary, secular style.
146 Raised together as specialists in Biblical exegesis (nachetchiki), he and Innokentii had been instrumental in the campaign to release the Old Believers from their status as outlaws : Innokentii as the founder of an underground typography in Nizhnii Novgorod, and MelInikov as ' a kind of all-Russian schismatic missionary ', 147 travelling from his base in the capital under cover of his work as an insurance agent. Drawing on these experiences, both men established flourishing journals in the wake of the toleration 140 
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Relieved to have found a new source of income, Mikhail contributed extensively to all three (and also to The Word of the Church (Slovo Tserkvi ), which replaced The Church in 1914), usually under his own name, but perhaps also under the pseudonyms 'Omega ', ' Friend ' (Drug) and 'Old Friend ' (Staryi drug).
150 Publishing indiscriminately on subjects ranging from history to cosmography, Mikhail, as MelInikov subsequently remarked, was capable of writing 'anywhere and everywhere : alone at home, in company, at meetings, on the train, on the tram '. Yet only an ardent admirer could agree that ' each and every one ' of his works was equally inspired. 151 Critics detected incoherence in his 'empty-headed ' method of arguing on the basis of quotations culled, in a single essay, from dozens of writers ranging from the Buddha to Maksim GorIkii.
152 Aesthetic problems also emerged. It may not have been blasphemous, Merezhkovskii mused, to set extracts from the Bible alongside quotations from lyric poets who shared Mikhail' s preoccupation with the conflict between pain and ideal beauty, but it was ' certainly in poor taste '. with police repression ', 155 the alarmist tone of the majority allowed Mikhail to mock an increasingly defensive church, dependent on 'external ' means of support, reduced to ' primitive ' missionary work, and convinced that it faced a 'crisis ' in which it would be 'vanquished ' by its denominational rivals. 156 Had he remembered Metropolitan Antonii's advice to avoid the sort of ' bookish contests and logomachy ' that 'give birth to arguments ', 157 he might rapidly have cornered the moral high ground. Instead, intoxicated by his own notoriety, he unwisely agreed to a public dispute (beseda) with the veteran synodal missionary, Father Ksenofont Kriuchkov.
158 Since Mikhail, as he subsequently admitted, was no expert in such matters, 159 the outcome was doubly humiliating : nervousness and a string of doctrinal errors not only exposed him to mockery from former colleagues, 160 but also served to fuel the suspicions of those Old Believers who doubted his motives for converting.
Mikhail's representation of his adopted church as ' a living organism, uniting the narod with the priesthood in a single Divine people, searching for salvation together ' would have carried more weight had he been willing to settle within an established Old Believer community. 161 He had every incentive to do so. At the heart of the Old Belief lay precisely the sort of communitarian ideal which seemed increasingly beyond the reach of the established church. While priests lamented that ' the church as a religious community and as a living parish really no longer exists ', 162 Metropolitan Antonii acknowledged the schism's superior achievements :
Every schismatic considers himself a master in his own society. His vote and his opinion count for something. Without his direct participation, not one ecclesiastical issue is decided. When he goes to his prayer-house, he feels at home : he reads, he signs, and if he does not like something, he expresses his displeasure straightaway.
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As Roy Robson has emphasized, partly on the basis of Mikhail's own testimony, the liturgy itself provided Old Believers with a regular means of communitarian re-affirmation. 164 In such an atmosphere, Mikhail's refusal to join a settled monastic brotherhood merely fuelled claims that his conversion had been driven solely by personal ambition. Stories that he was to be offered a vacant see appeared in the press immediately after his conversion. Though Mikhail denied them, it was barely more than a year before the rumours were vindicated. 165 In Nizhnii Novgorod on 22 November 1908, 166 Innokentii consecrated him as bishop of Canada (a new title) in the presence of but a single priest and deacon and without informing any other member of the hierarchy.
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At the council called to investigate this blatantly irregular procedure in Moscow in February 1909, Innokentii was forced to acknowledge that he had exceeded his authority. Although he claimed to have acted purely in the cause of proselytism in America, his actions smacked more of an attempt to evade official obstruction and to forestall criticism from Old Believers hostile to Mikhail. 168 As it transpired, their reaction was both virulent and persistent. In the short term, not even MelInikov's smooth tongue could spare Innokentii from attacks led by Bishop Meletii of Saratov and the Moscow layman, M. I. Brilliantov.
169 A closed episcopal conclave on 5 February banned both Innokentii and Mikhail from all priestly activity pending a further council, planned for 25 August. 170 Mikhail was unable to defend himself, having allegedly set out for his new diocese. The press reported that he had reached Le Havre, where he later claimed to have spent a month before poverty forced him to retreat to a doss-house and thence to Russia.
171 Whatever the truth of these claims, the bishops called Innokentii's bluff in August by insisting that Mikhail depart for Canada following a period of preparation supervised by Archbishop Ioann of Moscow. Commentators who wondered at Mikhail's naivety in failing to predict such a reaction noted that it might have been worse had those who hoped to have him declared a heretic not been thwarted by the strength of opinion among younger Old Believers and intellectuals. Mikhail, however, having initially threatened to abandon the Old Belief, insisted that he would only accept the authority of a popular (vsenarodyni) council and remained forbidden from saying the liturgy.
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The standoff generated a simmering dispute which boiled over into the national press at the time of the annual August councils, even in years when Mikhail's case was not officially discussed. 173 While his critics were never persuaded that the creation of the Canadian diocese was anything other than a ruse to promote him, 174 supporters' attempts to appoint him to the sees of KazanIViatka and Perm-TobolIsk in 1913 foundered on suspicions that he was temperamentally unsuited to diocesan management. 175 Mikhail was inclined to agree. ' I have no wish for a see of my own ', he admitted two years later, ' lest through inexperience I offend some of the faithful. I am oppressed only by the impossibility of serving the liturgy for my own soul.'
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By that stage, however, even moderate supporters had lost patience, urging him to prove his allegiance by entering one of their monasteries, while Mikhail himself, having long since abandoned hope that the Old Believer church could prove ' not only ''conservative '' (okhraniaiushchaia) , but also formative and creative ', 177 had founded a sect of his own.
V I I
Banned from residing in either capital as a consequence of his unfrocking,
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Mikhail flitted between Beloostrov, on the Finnish border, and his native Simbirsk, where he was reported to have assumed the leadership of a community of 'Free Christians ' as early as summer 1908. 179 In response to critics who regarded this as his sole motive for conversion to the Old Belief, Mikhail, without denying his episcopal ambitions, insisted that his original intention had been to unite the Old Believers with ' '' Orthodox '' who wanted to move from the synodal church to the free church (free from the state and the synod) '. ' Nothing came of that plan ', he claimed in 1915, ' and no steps were taken to fulfil it. Perhaps the plan itself was mistaken : I allow that. But it is evident that there is nothing here that resembles an episcopate for free Christians. ' 180 In 1908, however, he was careful not to rule out organizing such a community in the future. And despite his reassurances that it could be linked 'only to that Church which I consider Orthodox, that is, to the Old Believer church ', 181 the groups of Golgothan Christians who emerged among the workers of the two capitals and the Volga towns by early 1910 were inspired entirely by Mikhail and Valentin Sventsitskii. From the moment that Mikhail published their ' confession of faith' in Sventsitskii's Moscow weekly, New Land (Novaia zemlia), his loyalty to the Old Belief was strictly qualified. ' My flock now ', he announced, 'are all those who have lost their faith and the power of Christianity. To them I shall show the authentic Christ, and perhaps Christ will once again become the leader of a humanity wishing for '' the promised land ''. ' 182 Although Mikhail's Golgothan ' confession ' rehearsed the renovationist critique of the established church as a prisoner of the secular power and its own lifeless dogma, he gave this familiar litany his own distinctive colouring by portraying the world as a ' leprous pit' in which ' counterfeit ' Christianity had sanctioned slavery, destitution, and capital punishment, and transformed marriage into prostitution. Calling on his followers to ' spurn the blind or suborned leaders ' who had been 'deflecting ' them from the work and faith of Christ for a millennium, Mikhail urged them to join him in beginning ' the redemption of the world '. ' The world is not yet saved ', he declared. The only route to redemption was to relive Christ's suffering at Golgotha.
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The ' confession ' marked the culmination of a significant strand in Mikhail's writings, beginning with his discussion of Gogol's ' self-crucifixion ' in 1902. 184 Bulgakov, in his Easter message for 1906, offered a relatively optimistic interpretation of the events at Golgotha, envisaging Russia on the eve of a 'national resurrection ' in which the people would finally 'triumph over their real ''inner '' enemy ' and ' waken the whole hypnotized, sleeping kingdom ' to realize ' age-old hopes of love for freedom and for humanity '. 185 Before 1905, Mikhail had likewise seen ' another vision ' behind the crucifixion, ' not in the crimson colour of blood, but in the clear sunlight : there is Christ Risen -through Golgotha to the promised land '.
186 Hope was still discernible in 1915, when he reminded the Old Believers that 'all great developments in the life of any nation ' had been ' forged through suffering ' : just as Dostoevskii's ' greatest creative revelations ' emerged from a Siberian labour camp, so a united Russia had been born ' out of the suffering of the Tatar yoke ' and ' the humiliation of the Crimean War gave birth to Alexander II's reforms ' .
187 Yet although Mikhail always insisted on the historical and psychological importance of the Resurrection, 188 most of his writings embodied the pessimism that Rozanov recognized as inherent in any theology focused on the crucifixion itself.
189 Debating the fate of Russia's outlawed sectarians in 1903, Mikhail declared that 'the suffering of the innocent in Christianity constitutes the essence of Christianity '. 190 Every Christian must undergo his own Golgotha, assuming responsibility not only for his own sins, but for the sins of the world. Without such suffering, Christianity would be merely a litany of moral commandments à la Tolstoy -a 'vegetarian abomination ' indistinguishable from Buddhism.
191 As Mikhail revelled in the gloom -Christ 'never smiled ' and the doctrine of Atonement was no more than ' a commercial transaction ' 192 -an appalled Merezhkovskii objected that by demanding of every disciple ' a total repetition of Golgotha, eternal '' self-crucifixion '' , incessant terror, [and] absolute, hopeless suffering ', his ' new Christianity ' differed from the old ' only in its unbridled extremism '. The world was 'already saved ', Merezhkovskii insisted : Mikhail's relentless concentration on Christ's suffering on the cross might even tempt one to suppose that he did not believe in the Resurrection at all.
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Proclaiming 'the crucified one ' as their ' leader ' and his cross as their 'banner of struggle and victory ', the Golgothan 'confession ' transposed Mikhail's obsession with the crucifixion into an overtly revolutionary key, heralding a popular movement which aspired to global change through a 'radical reconstruction of the moral and metaphysical interpretations of Christianity '. 194 How far such aspirations were shared by their followers is hard to say. Mark Steinberg, who has shown that suffering was a central theme of Russian workers' writing both before and after 1917, doubts that many of those who conceived of the redemptive power of the proletarian road to Golgotha intended their images of crucifixion to be taken literally. 195 Perhaps that was also true of most of Mikhail's disciples. Though references to doctrine were hardly to be expected from a Soviet writer, Marietta Shaginian's account of a Golgothan service is notable primarily for recreating an atmosphere of uncomplicated sincerity entirely of a piece with Mikhail's earlier appeal. Pompous and self-serving, Shaginian was no intellectual : ' Really you know nothing, Marietta ', complained Gippius in 1909, advising her young friend 'to dance with schoolboys [rather] than discourse on the church and revolution '. 196 Yet even though her references to Mikhail are studded with flights of fancy, her experiences carry the ring of authenticity. ' About twenty people had gathered ' to greet Mikhail, led in from the kitchen by their hostess, ' who had had her hair done and was dressed in her Sunday best '. 'Wearing episcopal robes and a cowl ', he ' shook the hand of the one nearest to him ; bowed to the rest on all sides and approached a table … covered with a red brocade tablecloth, on which stood some tall bronze candlesticks '. ' Someone by the window had thrown incense onto the smouldering coals and swung the censer so that they caught fire ', but Mikhail, ' who seemed in a great hurry, cut short these activities that had turned our room into something approximating to an ordinary church ' and made a speech that Shaginian remembered as ' amazingly simple, secular (in contrast to his clerical status) and persuasive '. 197 Similar scenes were replicated among followers of other spiritual guides who attracted Orthodox disillusioned by the established church. Like the Golgothan Christians, both Ivan Churikov's popular temperance movement and the Ioannites, whose 'piquant ' faith in the divinity of John of Kronstadt struck Mikhail as ' interesting and original ', were compared with the flagellant khlysty by commentators across the political spectrum.
198 As all such groups came under pressure from the synod from 1910, Mikhail's position became increasingly exposed. As it transpired, however, he had more to fear from the secular authorities. Convicted on charges of fomenting terrorist sedition, he was fined 3,000 roubles and sentenced on 16 May 1911 to eighteen months' imprisonment for helping to publish a pamphlet by a populist, Vlasova, which glorified the assassins of Alexander II.
199 Protesting that he had been framed by the printer, who was also gaoled, he apparently served only a few months, and his incarceration barely stemmed the flow of his journalism. Nevertheless, hounded by his Old Believer critics and the secular courts, which were still pursuing him in 1913, his fragile nerves succumbed to the pressures of a fugitive existence. 200 Already by the summer of 1915 he declared himself 'completely ill '. 201 On 15 October 1916, en route from Simbirsk to consult a neurologist in St Petersburg, Mikhail abandoned his sister on a train at a suburban Moscow station and wandered into the night to meet his fate. 202 
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In an irony not lost on his obituarists, Mikhail died at the hands of the very proletarians whose interests he had so selflessly championed. Although his ascetic lifestyle was universally acknowledged, to see only the artless exterior he presented to the world was to miss the inner resolve that sustained him in the face of mounting adversity. When they met in 1910, this 'twentieth-century monk ' struck the writer Mikhail Prishvin as ' one of few people of conviction in Russia ': 'Lost in his own thoughts, he shudders from an extraneous idea as if from physical contact. ' 203 Remembered as a man of complete integrity, 204 Mikhail was frank with neither the synod nor the Old Believers. Indeed, in resisting both, he demonstrated a self-belief verging on arrogance that was characteristic of Russian learned monasticism across the political divide, finding its ultimate expression in the anti-Semitic fanaticism of the ' mad monk' Iliodor (Trufanov).
Mikhail's unwillingness to submit to discipline made him psychologically unsuited not only to membership of a political party, but even of conventional ecclesiastical institutions. In that sense, his life reads like a classic biography of Russia's restless Silver Age. He had something to say about all its obsessions : sex, populism, and the search for universal religious freedom. But whereas Bulgakov's spiritual quest took him from Marxism to idealism, from idealism to religious philosophy, and from religious philosophy to the church, in a journey punctuated by transcendental conversion experiences, 205 Mikhail's preoccupations remained remarkably consistent, even as he lurched from the established church to the Old Belief, and from there to Golgothan Christianity. His moments of crisis were all externally imposed : when the revolution of 1905 irrevocably politicized social Christianity in Russia and divorced him from his mentor, Antonii (Khrapovitskii) ; when Nicholas II refused to call a church council ; when the synod's threat to unfrock him forced him unwillingly into the schism ; when the Old Believer hierarchy rejected their new convert ; when the state imprisoned him for fomenting sedition. Though each of these setbacks served to render his vocabulary more extreme, only death could finally extinguish the 'spirit ' that
